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Medial prefrontal cortical thinning 
mediates shifts in other-regarding 
preferences during adolescence
Sunhae Sul1, Berna Güroğlu2,3, Eveline A. Crone2,3 & Luke J. Chang  4
Adolescence is a time of significant cortical changes in the ‘social brain’, a set of brain regions involved in 
sophisticated social inference. However, there is limited evidence linking the structural changes in social 
brain to development of social behavior. The present study investigated how cortical development of 
the social brain relates to other-regarding behavior, in the context of fairness concerns. Participants 
aged between 9 to 23 years old responded to multiple rounds of ultimatum game proposals. The degree 
to which each participant considers fairness of intention (i.e., intention-based reciprocity) vs. outcome 
(i.e., egalitarianism) was quantified using economic utility models. We observed a gradual shift in other-
regarding preferences from simple rule-based egalitarianism to complex intention-based reciprocity 
from early childhood to young adulthood. The preference shift was associated with cortical thinning 
of the dorsomedial prefrontal cortex and posterior temporal cortex. Meta-analytic reverse-inference 
analysis showed that these regions were involved in social inference. Importantly, the other-regarding 
preference shift was statistically mediated by cortical thinning in the dorsomedial prefrontal cortex. 
Together these findings suggest that development of the ability to perform sophisticated other-
regarding social inference is associated with the structural changes of specific social brain regions in late 
adolescence.
The foundation of modern society is based on large-scale cooperation between genetically unrelated conspecif-
ics1–4. Though humans are not the only species to exhibit other-regarding preferences (e.g., refs 5–7), the complex-
ity of social interactions has evolved to a much greater extent among humans than other species3. This may result 
from the relatively prolonged cortical development, which continues until late adolescence and young adult-
hood8–11, within regions presumed to comprise the “social brain”, a set of brain regions involved in inferring oth-
ers’ mental states, such as medial prefrontal cortex (MPFC), posterior cingulate cortex (PCC), temporo-parietal 
junction (TPJ), and posterior superior temporal sulcus (pSTS)8, 9, 12, 13. A critical question, therefore, is how our 
neural architecture develops to enable the complex computational processing necessary for sophisticated social 
interactions. We sought to answer this question by investigating the relationship between cortical development 
of social brain and shifts in other-regarding preferences from childhood to adulthood, in the context of fairness 
concerns.
Fairness concerns, which play a fundamental role in human cooperation14, are based not only on egalitarian 
preferences for equitable outcomes15 (i.e., egalitarianism) but also on reciprocity considerations about others’ 
intentions16–19 (i.e., intention-based reciprocity). People tend to reciprocate others’ intentions even if the final 
outcomes are the same16, 18. For example, in a standard ultimatum game (UG)20, a proposer decides what pro-
portion of an endowment he/she would like to offer to responders and a responder decides whether to accept 
or reject the proposers’ offer. Even though the money-maximizing strategy is to accept any offer, responders 
typically reject unfair offers smaller than 20% of a total endowment14. However, the same unfair offers are more 
likely to be accepted if the proposer demonstrates good intentions by choosing the inequitable division over an 
even more unfair division in a modified version of the UG, called mini-UG18. Interestingly, the relative impor-
tance of preferences for egalitarianism and intention-based reciprocity seems to change with age. Several devel-
opmental studies have shown that the preference for egalitarianism emerges in early childhood21–24 and then 
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shifts towards intention-based reciprocity in adolescence25–27. This shift in other-regarding preferences from using 
simple rule-based strategies (e.g., do we have equal shares?) to more sophisticated computations (e.g., why did 
she/he make such decision?) from childhood through adulthood may require cortical maturation of the social 
brain, because intention-based reciprocity requires a higher-level cognitive ability to infer others’ intention by 
integrating complex contextual social information. Among the social brain regions, MPFC has been consistently 
implicated in social inference and mentalizing processes28–30. However, there has yet to be a study that links the 
structural changes in the brain to the behavioral shifts in other-regarding preferences. The present study inves-
tigates how cortical development from childhood to adulthood relate to the computational demands associated 
with different types of other-regarding preferences, namely egalitarianism and intention-based reciprocity.
Eighty-eight healthy right-handed participants aged between 9 and 23 years played as a responder in a 
mini-UG18, 26 (see Fig. 1 and Methods). In this task, responders were asked to decide whether to accept or reject a 
division of money (e.g., $8 for the proposer and $2 for the responder) and were given counterfactual information 
about the alternative split that the proposer could have chosen. The choice sets available to proposers were drawn 
from three different conditions: fair-alternative (unfair vs fair), hyperfair-alternative (unfair vs hyperfair), and 
no-alternative (identical unfair). This design has the potential to behaviorally disentangle preferences for egali-
tarianism and intention-based reciprocity.
We used a computational modeling approach to quantitatively operationalize the type of other-regarding 
preference employed by each participant29, 31, 32. Based on prior work we hypothesized that younger participants 
would primarily be concerned with minimizing inequity in payoffs and would reject most of the unfair offers23, 27. 
This model of egalitarian other-regarding preference was quantified using the inequity-aversion model15. In con-
trast, we predicted that older participants would utilize a more sophisticated type of reasoning that considers the 
other players’ intentions18. We operationalized this hypothesis using the reciprocity model17, 19, which employs 
psychological game theory to model beliefs directly in the utility function33. The inequity-aversion model predicts 
an equal rejection rate for unfair offers across all experimental conditions, while the reciprocity model predicts 
that responders will be more likely to accept inequitable offers when he/she believes that the proposer did not 
have a choice and a decreased acceptance rate when the proposer could have made a more generous offer (see 
Fig. 2A for model simulation). For each participant, we calculated how well each model explained their data and 
then identified which regions of the brain mediate the preference shifts.
We derived cortical thickness measures from high resolution structural magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) 
as a cross-sectional measure of cortical development. Cortical thickness has been reported to be a reliable meas-
ure of structural brain development in many studies8–10, 12, 34. Based on previous findings that cortical thickness 
of the social brain linearly decreases with age during adolescence8–10, 34, we predicted that cortical thinning of 
the social brain regions involved in social inference such as the MPFC4, 28, 29 would be associated with a shift in 
other-regarding preferences during adolescence.
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Figure 1. Experimental design. (A) An illustration of a single trial of the UG task (fair-alternative condition). 
Each trial started with the presentation of a fixation crosshair with a jittered inter-stimulus interval 
(mean = 1530 s, min = 550 ms, max = 4950 ms; optimized with Opt-Seq 2; surfer.nmr.mgh.harvard.edu/
optseq;68, followed by a decision phase where the participants made decisions after viewing two options 
available to the proposer and the proposer’s decision. The participants were instructed to make a decision within 
5000 ms and their choice was shown on the feedback screen until the end of 6000 ms. (B) Examples of decision 
trees for the fair-alternative, no-alternative, and hyperfair-alternative conditions.
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Results
Behavioral results. Average acceptance rate. Figure 2B shows the average acceptance rates for unfair offers 
by different age groups. Consistent with our prediction that older participants would be more likely to consider 
the intention of proposers, the decision patterns of older participants matched more closely the acceptance rates 
predicted by the reciprocity model than the inequity aversion model. Older participants showed higher accept-
ance rates than younger participants in the no-alternative condition where proposers were unable to make a more 
equitable offer: age (continuous variable) interacted with the within-subject conditions (no-alternative, fair-al-
ternative, and hyperfair-alternative), with respect to the proportion of accepting unfair offers [F(2, 166) = 5.673, 
p = 0.004, ηp2 = 0.64]. We did not find any age-related differences in reaction times (all ps > 0.05). Note that we 
divided participants into three age groups only for illustration purpose in Fig. 2B but all the analyses were per-
formed with age as a continuous variable.
Computational Modeling. This result was further corroborated by the computational modeling analysis. The 
inequity aversion model and the reciprocity model were fit to trial-by-trial choices of each individual by maxi-
mizing the log-likelihood of the data given the model (see Methods). Each model fit was summarized using the 
Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC;35, 36), which penalizes models that have increased complexity with additional 
free parameters. We calculated a reciprocity index by subtracting the BIC value for the reciprocity model (RC) 
from the BIC value for the inequity aversion model (IE) within an individual to capture the extent of favoring 
the reciprocity model over the inequity aversion model. A multiple regression analysis predicting the reciprocity 
index by age, controlling for the effects of sex and IQ, showed that the reciprocity model explained the deci-
sions of the older participants better than the inequity aversion model (B = 7.939, SE = 3.465, t = 2.291, p = 0.024, 
Fig. 2C).
To better understand this relationship, we performed a simple effects regression analysis on the effect of age on 
the BIC scores separately for the inequity aversion and reciprocity models. The results showed that the BIC for the 
inequity aversion model did not change with age (B = 0.633, SE = 1.887, t = 0.335, n.s.), while the BIC for the rec-
iprocity model significantly decreased with age (B = − 7.306, SE = 2.987, t = −2.446, p = 0.016). In other words, 
older participants were more likely to consider the proposer’s intentions than younger participants when they 
made choices during the UG task. Unlike the relatively stable preference for egalitarianism, the other-regarding 
preference for intention-based reciprocity seems to emerge during adolescence, with the gradual shift from egal-
itarianism to intention-based reciprocity (Fig. 2C).
Brain structure results. Cortical thickness and age. Our primary goal was to investigate the relation-
ship between neuroanatomical development and shifts in other-regarding preferences during adolescence. We 
hypothesized that the cortical development of the social brain regions, especially the MPFC, would mediate shifts 
in other-regarding preference. We first examined the effect of age to ensure our data replicated previous findings 
on the developmental changes in cortical thickness. A vertex-wise general linear model (GLM) with age as a pre-
dictor of the cortical thickness, after controlling for the effects of sex and IQ, revealed an overall cortical thinning 
across the entire brain except for the anterior aspects of temporal lobe (Figure S1A). The correlation between 
age and cortical thickness was particularly robust in the social brain regions including the MPFC, STS, and TPJ 
(Figure S1B), consistent with previous findings on the cortical development during adolescence8, 9.
Cortical thickness and other-regarding preference. We next identified the regions that are related to preferences 
for intention-based reciprocity vs. egalitarianism, by performing a vertex-wise GLM analysis with the reciproc-
ity index as a predictor of the cortical thickness, after controlling for the effects of sex and IQ. The thickness 
of MPFC along with other regions in the posterior temporal lobe implicated in social cognition12, 37–40 showed 
significant correlations with the reciprocity index. Specifically, cortical thickness measures of the bilateral dor-
somedial prefrontal cortex (DMPFC; MNI coordinates X = 18, Y = 47, Z = 33; X = −21, Y = 58, Z = 8), bilateral 
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Figure 2. Model simulation and behavioral results. (A) Model simulation of the predicted probability 
of accepting 8/2 offer pitted against different alternative choice sets. (B) Average acceptance rates for no-
alternative, fair-alternative, and hyperfair-alternative conditions, grouped into children, adolescents, and young 
adults for illustration purpose. All statistical analyses were performed with age as a continuous variable. (C) 
Model fit difference between the inequity aversion model and reciprocity model (reciprocity index). Relative 
preference for the reciprocity model increased with age (this result remained significant even after excluding the 
participant with the lowest reciprocity index on the bottom left of the scatter plot).
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fusiform gyrus (FFG; X = 42, Y = −64, Z = 12; X = −41, Y = −52, Z = −13), and left lingual gyrus (X = −19, 
Y = −70, Z = −11) were negatively correlated with the reciprocity index (Fig. 3A, Table S5). That is, the model 
preference for reciprocity over inequity aversion corresponded with decreased cortical thickness. Interestingly, 
these regions largely overlapped with the age-related regions (Figure S1C), suggesting that the thickness of these 
regions decrease with age.
Meta-analytic decoding with Neurosynth. To better characterize the functions implied by the regions that 
are associated with the shifts in other-regarding preferences, we conducted meta-analytic decoding using the 
Neurosynth framework31, 41–43 (see Methods for details). This approach enables quantitative reverse inference of 
the broad possible functions associated with the cortical thickness results. Here we adopted meta-analytic reverse 
inference maps based on 41 topics from a previous study41. Each map contained values that reflect the degree 
to which each voxel is associated with the corresponding psychological topic. By calculating spatial similarity 
between each topic-based reverse inference map and the cortical thickness map (i.e., correlation between the 
thickness and the reciprocity index), we identified 16 statistically significant topics that are implied in the regions 
associated with the development of other-regarding preference (Fig. 3B and Table S6). Interestingly and consist-
ent with our hypothesis, the “social inference” topic was most strongly associated with our cortical thickness map. 
This finding appeared to be somewhat specific as it was different from the decoding result of the cortical thickness 
changes associated with growing older (Fig. 3B and Table S7). In addition, we analyzed the terms comprising 
the social inference topic and found that the most frequent term used in the topic was “infer” (Figure S4). These 
results suggest that the regions mediating other-regarding preference shift during adolescence are associated with 
the ability to infer others’ intention.
Mediation analysis. As a secondary analysis to examine whether the changes in cortical thickness of the social 
brain regions could account for the age-related shifts in behavior, we extracted the average cortical thickness 
measures from each of the five clusters correlated with the reciprocity index in the vertex-wise analysis above (i.e., 
right FFG, left FFG, and left lingual gyrus; shown in Fig. 3A) and performed a mediation analysis44, 45. All five 
ROIs showed significant indirect effects, such that the developmental change in other-regarding preferences was 
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Figure 3. Brain structure results. (A) Cortical thickness correlated with reciprocity index. (B) Decoding with 
Neurosynth of the regions associated with reciprocity index (pink) and the regions associated with age (blue). 
The top 5 topics from the reciprocity map (boldface) and the aging map (italic) are shown in the polar map. The 
topics that showed the highest correlation in each analysis are marked with larger font. Social inference was the 
topic that showed the highest correlation with the association between the reciprocity index and the cortical 
thickness. (C) (D) Mediation analysis showing the significant indirect effect of age on reciprocity index through 
the cortical thickness of right and left MPFC. The relationship between age and the fairness consideration 
were mediated by the developmental changes of cortical thickness of the MPFC, after controlling for the 
effect of sex and IQ. Solid line and dashed line indicate significant and non-significant pathways, respectively. 
Indirect effect and direct effect CIs are the 95% confidence intervals of the coefficients obtained from non-
parametric bootstrap methods. Brain figure created using Connectome Workbench software (http://www.
humanconnectome.org/software/connectome-workbench.html). *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01.
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mediated by the cortical thinning of the bilateral MPFC and the other four ROIs in the posterior temporal lobe 
(Figs 3C,D, and S2; see Figure S3 for the scatter plots depicting the correlations among age, cortical thickness, and 
other-regarding preference). Bootstrap analyses44, 45 confirmed that the indirect effects through the cortical thick-
ness of all five ROIs were significant (95% confidence interval (CI) for the right MPFC: [0.981 9.087], left MPFC: 
[1.233 8.244], right FFG: [2.453 10.513], left FFG: [1.814 9.082], left lingual gyrus: [2.360 10.568]; ratio of the 
indirect to total effect for the right MPFC: 0.503, left MPFC: 0.509, right FFG: 0.690, left FFG: 0.634, left lingual 
gyrus: 0.758), whereas none of the direct effects were significant (95% CI for the right MFPC: [−2.069 10.045], left 
MPFC: [−1.010 9.475], right FFG: [−4.496 9.191], left FFG: [−3.282 7.768], left lingual gyrus: [−2.844 7.586]). 
Even using independently defined ROIs (see Methods), we found a significant indirect effect of the age on the 
preference shifts through cortical thinning of the DMPFC. Bootstrap analyses44, 45 confirmed that the indirect 
effects through the cortical thickness were significant (95% CI for the right DMPFC: [0.238 6.269], left DMPFC: 
[0.071 6.830]), while the direct effects from age to the reciprocity index were not significant (95% CI for the right 
DMFPC: [−1.317 11.977], for the left DMPFC: [−1.008 11.608]).
Discussion
Successfully navigating the complex social environment of modern society entails inferring others’ intentions, 
learning who to trust, and developing lasting relationships, alliances, and collaborations32. This unique aspect 
of human society requires developing mental models of others’ beliefs, intentions, and desires, which take con-
siderable effort and computational resources to train. Therefore, it is important to understand how our neural 
architecture dynamically develops alongside our capacity to engage in more sophisticated types of mental infer-
ence during social interactions. The present study sought to answer this question by investigating how cortical 
development mediates shifts in other-regarding preferences from a simple rule-based egalitarianism to a more 
complex intention-based reciprocity during adolescence.
A key aspect of our approach is the use of computational models developed in the field of behavioral eco-
nomics to operationalize and quantify the developmental changes in other-regarding preferences. Specifically, 
we compared the degree to which participants considered equity of outcomes with the degree to which they con-
sidered intentions of their interaction partners, by contrasting two different economic utility models, namely the 
inequity aversion model15 and the reciprocity model17, 19. We quantified the relative difference between how well 
each of these models explained participants’ decisions to correlate preference shifts with cortical thinning across 
development. Other-regarding preferences appear to change during adolescence from egalitarianism, which 
focuses on equity of outcomes, to intention-based reciprocity, which considers the inferred intentions of the other 
player. This finding is well in line with extant evidence that moral reasoning and social decision-making undergo 
transitions from obeying rigid rules in early childhood to more flexibly considering the thoughts and beliefs 
of others in later age22, 23, 27, 46. Yet, it is intriguing that the preference for egalitarianism over intention-based 
reciprocity seemed to switch in late adolescence around age 17 and 18 years because the ability to take others’ 
perspectives, or theory of mind (ToM) is known to develop much earlier47. This might reflect the possibility 
that development of more sophisticated types of other-regarding preferences is not merely based on mentalizing 
ability, but rely on more complex computations such as differentially weighing outcomes and intentions27, 48. 
For instance, children may stick to an egalitarian principle while adults may consider different types of fairness 
principles such as egalitarianism and reciprocity simultaneously before making a decision. Intriguingly, recent 
findings on non-social decision-making suggest similar shifts from adopting a simple habitual strategy to utiliz-
ing complex evaluative processes during adolescence49, 50. Consistent with our findings, such a valuation process 
is known to be associated with MPFC28, 51.
Most importantly, our study highlights a link between changes in other-regarding preferences to structural 
changes in the brain that occur over adolescence. The shift from egalitarianism to intention-based reciprocity 
was statistically mediated by cortical thinning in the DMPFC and posterior temporal lobe that are known to be 
involved in processing social information4, 8, 11, 12, 28–30, 32, 37–40, 47, 52–56. The DMPFC in particular has been reliably 
associated with inferring others’ mental states, commonly referred to as mentalizing or theory of mind pro-
cessing8, 37, 38, 47 and has previously been shown to undergo considerable cortical thinning across adolescence9. 
Although the posterior temporal lobe, which includes the fusiform gyrus, has not been directly associated with 
high-level social computation in decision making literature, it is interesting to speculate how changes in these 
regions11, 56 might also correlate with developmental changes in other-regarding preferences. This region has been 
associated with making social inferences in previous studies53, 54, 57, 58 and it is possible that our ability to make 
inferences about others’ mental states tracks with our ability to perceive subtle facial cues40, 55.
Another important aspect of our approach is the use of meta-analytic decoding. To assess whether the 
spatial configuration we observed was specific to social cognition in a more quantitative way, we conducted a 
whole-brain reverse inference analysis using Neurosynth meta-analytic topics as priors. We found that the social 
inference topic was the most spatially consistent with our results among 41 topics that covered a broad range of 
cognitive processes. This result further confirms that the preference shifts from egalitarianism to intention-based 
reciprocity is likely associated with the development of mental inference ability. Importantly, this finding appeared 
to be somewhat specific as social inference was not of sufficiently high rank to be statistically significant for the 
age-related cortical thickness map. Yet, the regions associated with the other-regarding preference shift were also 
associated with other processes that are related to general cognitive ability such as memory and attention. One 
potential explanation is that older adolescents have a greater cognitive capacity to perform sophisticated mental 
reasoning that presumably recruits prefrontal processes and that our effect is not specific to social cognition. 
To examine this possibility, we measured participants’ IQ as an estimation of general cognitive capacity. We did 
not find any effect of IQ on our dependent measures and all the effects reported in this article persisted despite 
statistically controlling for IQ. Moreover, the ability to infer others’ mental states does not necessarily require 
www.nature.com/scientificreports/
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the exclusive involvement of ‘social’ cognition. It is plausible to expect that development of sophisticated mental 
models involves general cognitive processes47, 52.
In summary, the present study used a novel approach combining economic utility models and cross-sectional 
cortical thickness measures to demonstrate that structural changes in the social brain during adolescence under-
lie shifts in other-regarding preferences. Our findings provide an important link between brain and behavior and 
suggest the importance of structural changes in the MPFC and posterior medial temporal lobe during late ado-
lescence in development of complex mental models which facilitate the ability to infer others’ intentions. These 
changes in neural architecture may be critical to the emergence of a more sophisticated form of other-regarding 
preference that might ultimately enable large-scale human cooperation at a societal level.
Methods
Participants. Eighty-eight healthy right-handed participants aged between 9 and 23 years (children: N = 17, 
age = 9–11 years, 6 females; adolescents: N = 46, age = 13–17 years, 23 females; young adults: N = 25, age = 18–23 
years, 14 females; Note that we grouped participants for illustration purpose only and age was treated as a contin-
uous variable in all analyses) took part in the study (Table S1 for demographic information). A subset of the cur-
rent data has been previously reported26, 59. Four participants were excluded due to poor image quality, leaving 84 
participants included in the cortical thickness analysis. The study protocol was approved by the ethical committee 
at Leiden University Medical Centre and the experiment was performed in accordance with the relevant guide-
lines and regulations. All participants provided informed consent and participants younger than 18 years old were 
accompanied by their parents who also provided consent. Participant’s Intelligence Quotient (IQ) was measured 
using verbal and nonverbal subtests of Wechsler Intelligence Scales as an estimation of general cognitive capacity. 
For children, IQ was estimated using the Block design and Similarities subscales of the Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children (WISC;60) and for adolescents and young adults, using the equivalent subscales of the Revised 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS-R;61). Adolescents (M = 100.96, SD = 12.89) had relatively lower IQ than 
children (M = 113.63, SD = 9.61; t(84) = 2.867, p < 0.01) and young adults (M = 106.80, SD = 12.24; t(84) = 0.163, 
p = 0.57). However, IQ scores were not related to any of our primary dependent measures such as the average 
acceptance rate in the UG task (r = −0.13, p = 0.21), model fit difference (r = 0.11, p = 0.31), or cortical thickness 
(no significant clusters were found after correcting for multiple comparisons). We controlled for the effects of IQ 
and sex in all statistical analyses reported in the present study.
Ultimatum game (UG) task. Participants played the role of responder in a modified version of the 
mini-UG26, which was originally described by Falk and colleagues18. In this task, the responder (i.e., partici-
pants) received an online decision ostensibly made by a proposer between two options for sharing a stake with 
the responder. The proposers’ decisions were predetermined based on a behavioral pilot such that the responder 
received unfair offers most of the time and fair or hyperfair offers about a third of the trials (see Table S2 for all 
possible games). Choice sets available to the proposers varied across three conditions. In all conditions, at least 
one of the two options was an inequitable offer, namely an offer of 2 (8/2) or 3 (7/3). However, the responders were 
led to believe that the proposers were given different alternative choices to the inequitable offer across the con-
ditions. In the fair-alternative condition, the proposer could choose to offer 5 (5/5). In the hyperfair-alternative 
condition, the proposer could choose to send 8 (2/8) or 7 (3/7) instead of 2 (8/2) or 3 (7/3). Finally, in the 
no-alternative condition, the proposer had to choose between the same unfair offers and therefore had no alter-
native to offer a different amount of money. The three conditions were presented in a pseudorandom order. After 
the proposer’s choice was presented, the responder had to decide whether to accept or reject the offer. If the offer 
was rejected, neither player received anything. If the offer was accepted, the two players shared the coins as pro-
posed (Fig. 1). Participants played with coins and were unaware of the conversion rate to Euros. After performing 
24 practice trials during which experimenters made sure that all participants understood the task, participants 
played 168 single-shot games in the scanner with anonymous age and sex matched partners. Participants were 
told that the proposers’ decisions had been collected in advance in a separate session and the payments for both 
parties would be implemented based on randomly selected trials. In reality, the offers proposed were generated by 
computer, based on the data obtained from prior experiments25. Payoffs were fixed to five euros for every partici-
pant. Experimenters made sure that all participants understood the task during the practice trials. No participant 
expressed doubt about the cover story in the post-scan interview.
Decision models. Previous findings26 showed that younger children were more likely to focus on the out-
come fairness and were less likely to consider the alternative options that reflect the proposers’ intention. In this 
study, we quantified the degree to which each participant employs these strategies using formal models of utility. 
This allowed us to track the developmental trajectory of how these strategies are utilized in a more fine-grained 
fashion. We adopted two models of other-regarding preference from the behavioral economics literature: ineq-
uity aversion15, which focuses on the outcome fairness (i.e., egalitarianism), and reciprocity17, 19, which reflects 
the players’ beliefs about the partners’ intention (i.e., intention-based reciprocity). Though the reciprocity model 
technically had one less free parameter than the egalitarian model, it reflects a psychologically more complex 
process17, 19. While the egalitarian strategy only involves tracking the difference in outcomes between oneself and 
their partner, the reciprocity strategy requires participants to form a belief about their partner’s kindness given 
their behavior in each experimental context. Participants then must decide how much kindness to return, which 
is based on their beliefs about what their partner believes is more kind for a given context. This strategy thus 
requires second order reasoning, or reasoning about how ones’ actions affect anothers’ beliefs.
In the inequity aversion model, the utility of player j (responder)’s choice was defined as follows:
U x max x x max x x( , 0) ( , 0) (1)j j i j j iα β= − ⋅ − − ⋅ −
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where xi and xj denote payoffs for player i (proposer) and j, respectively, α and β reflect the extent to which 
disadvantageous inequity (xi > xj) and advantageous inequity (xi < xj) influence the utility, and α and β were 
constrained between [0,1].
For the reciprocity model, we modified Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger17 and Rabin19’s model based on 
Psychological Game Theory33 to match our experimental design. In this model, the utility function of player j’s 
choice was defined as follows:
θ= + ⋅ ⋅ ⋅U x c k k (2)j j i j
where c = 0 in no-alternative condition, c = −1 if kj < 0, c = 1 if kj ≥ 0 in fair- and hyperfair-alternative conditions. 
ki and kj are defined in equations (3) and (4), and θ was constrained between [0, 1]. θ reflects the extent to which 
player j’s utility is influenced by the alternatives given to player i, or in other words, the degree of concern for the 
intention of player i (i.e., reciprocity).
In equation (3), ki is player i’s kindness to player j which is defined by the difference between player j’s payoff 
(xj) from player i’s offer and the expected payoff from the full choice set including the alternative given to player 
i (xj’):
k x
x x x xmax( , ) min( , )
2 (3)i j
j j j j= −
′ + ′
Similarly, kj represents player j’s kindness to player i, which is conditional on ki and can be formalized as:
= −
′ + ′
k x
x x x xmax( , ) min( , )
2 (4)j i
i i j j
where the payoff of player i from player i’s offer (xi) equals zero if ki < 0, assuming that player j would not recipro-
cate. xi denotes player i’s payoff from the alternative given to player i.
We used a softmax function to calculate the probability of selecting an action given the utility associated with 
each choice from j’s choices.
p e
e (5)
j
u
j
J u
1
j
j
=
∑ =
We estimated the parameters for each model by maximizing the log likelihood of observing the data given each 
model, by
ll log p( )
(6)t
n
c j
1
,∑=
=
where c represents the condition, j represents a participant’s decision to accept or reject, t represents the trial, 
and n is the total number of trials. We used Matlab (Mathworks, Inc., Natick, MA, USA)’s fmincon optimization 
function for the parameter search. Software for performing model estimation is freely available at http://cosanlab.
com/resources.
After estimating the optimal parameters for each model, we compared the model fits using BIC35, 36. In par-
ticular, we calculated the reciprocity index by subtracting the BIC value for the reciprocity model from the BIC 
value for the inequity aversion model within an individual. Because smaller values of BIC indicate a better-fitting 
model, a reciprocity index larger than zero indicates that the reciprocity model is preferred to the inequity aver-
sion model, and vice versa. In other words, larger reciprocity index reflects an increased likelihood that the 
responder is employing a reciprocity strategy and considering the proposers’ intentions when making their deci-
sion. The reciprocity index was later included in regression analyses as a dependent variable predicted by age and 
cortical thickness. Additionally, we examined whether individual model parameters (α and β for the inequity 
aversion model, and θ for the reciprocity model) were correlated with age and the cortical thickness of the regions 
correlated with the reciprocity index. The mean parameters and the correlations with age and the MPFC thickness 
measures are shown in Table S3.
The two models make different predictions about the responder’s decision regarding the alternative choice sets 
given to proposers. In particular, the inequity aversion model predicts that the probabilities of accepting unfair 
offers will be the same across the conditions with different alternative choice sets, whereas the reciprocity model 
predicts the probabilities of accepting unfair offers in the no-alternative condition would be higher than in the 
fair-alternative and hyperfair-alternative conditions. We performed a model simulation to predict probabilities 
of accepting 8/2 offer in the no-alternative, fair-alternative, and hyperfair-alternative conditions, using different 
parameters (α and β for the inequity aversion model and θ for the reciprocity model were varied between 0 and 
1 by an increment of 0.01). Average probabilities of accepting the 8/2 offer predicted in the simulation showed 
that the reciprocity model reflects the effect of different alternatives from which the participants could infer the 
proposers’ intention (Fig. 2A).
We set the temperature parameter of the softmax function to 1 for all participants because temperature param-
eters can absorb stochasticity in participant’s choices, which in turn reduces the extent that model fits can capture 
individual variability62. When we examined the models including the temperature parameter, the inverse tem-
peratures of the reciprocity model were positively (but not significantly) correlated with age and negatively cor-
related with the MPFC thickness measures, resembling the BIC of our original model. These results are reported 
in Table S4.
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MRI data acquisition and cortical thickness analysis. Brain images were acquired on a 3 T MRI scan-
ner (Achieva, Philips Medical Systems, Best, The Netherlands) at the university medical center. T2*-weighted 
functional images were collected while participants performed the UG task, a subset of which were reported 
in previous studies26, 59. High-resolution T1-weighted anatomical scans (TR = 9.778 ms; TE = 4.600 ms; flip 
angle = 8°; FOV = 240mm, 256 × 256 matrix; 0.875 × 0.875 × 1.200 mm in-plane resolution) were obtained after 
the functional scans. In the present study, we only report the structural data to stay focused on the relationship 
between structural shifts and behavioral development. We believe that including functional data is beyond the 
scope of the present study and hope that further research directly linking structural changes to functional changes 
could reveal a more complete picture of social brain development.
Cortical thickness was estimated from the T1 images, using FreeSurfer v.5.1.0. software (freely available for 
download: http://surfer.nmr.mgh.harvard.edu/). Technical details and validation of the automated procedures 
are described in prior publications (e.g., refs 63–65). In brief, we followed the automated surface-based pipeline, 
which consisted of motion correction, affine registration of the T1 images with MNI305 atlas via Talairach trans-
formation, intensity normalization, removal of non-brain tissue, segmentation, and surface deformation includ-
ing inflation, spherical registration, and cortical parcellation. The initial surface generated from these procedures 
was then refined to follow intensity gradients between the white and gray matter (i.e., white surface) and the gray 
matter and cerebral spinal fluid (i.e., pial surface). The cortical thickness was estimated from the distance between 
the pial and white surfaces at each vertex. For the group-level statistical analyses, the cortical thickness maps 
were smoothed with a 15mm full-width of half maximum Gaussian kernel. Whole-brain vertex-wise analyses 
were performed using general linear model (GLM) to identify the regions correlated with age and reciprocity 
index, controlling for sex and IQ. Note that in the GLM average cortical thickness was controlled for through the 
intercept. Monte-Carlo simulations with a cluster level p-value of 0.005 were performed for multiple compari-
sons correction66. The whole-brain results were visualized using Connectome Workbench software (http://www.
humanconnectome.org/software/connectome-workbench.html).
Meta-analytic decoding with Neurosynth. To understand the functional implications of our cortical 
thickness results we used meta-analytic reverse inference using the Neurosynth framework (http://neurosynth.
org;43). In brief, we adopted topic-based maps from a previous study41, which are based on 80 topics generated 
using Latent Dirichlet Allocation topic modeling of the abstracts of 9,204 functional neuroimaging (fMRI) arti-
cles where terms are nested within documents. Topics with low loadings (n = 7) or containing non-psychological 
content (e.g., methodological contents, n = 25) or clinical content (e.g., depression, n = 7) were excluded. For the 
remaining 41 topics, meta-analytic reverse inference maps were generated based on the association between each 
topic and activation at each voxel reported in the Neurosynth dataset (for details of the topic modeling proce-
dure, see41, 42. The meta-analytic reverse inference maps contained the values that quantify the degree to which 
activation at each voxel was associated with the corresponding topic. For decoding, the cortical thickness surface 
map was converted into MNI space to match the Neurosynth reverse inference map. We then calculated spatial 
correlations using a Spearman ranked correlation between the meta-analytic reverse inference map for each topic 
and the cortical thickness map (i.e., the map with −log10 P that reflects the strength of correlation between the 
thickness and reciprocity index) for voxels that were at the intersection of the two maps (see31, 41). For each topic 
we calculated the empirical likelihood of obtaining the correlation values using a permutation test with 10,000 
samples. The topics were ranked according to the resulting correlation coefficients and we calculated the empiri-
cal likelihood that a given correlation ended up at particular rank by permuting the 41 correlations 10,000 times 
and calculating number of instances that a given correlation exceeded the mean correlation of all lower ranks. 
For both analyses, we provide a correction for the number of multiple comparisons using the False Discovery 
Rate with q < 0.05. To examine whether these topics are specific to the preference shifts, we ran the same analysis 
on the regions associated with age-related changes in cortical thickness. The top five topics from each map were 
selected to generate a polar map visualizing the relative strength of association between each topic and the cor-
tical thickness results (Fig. 3B), but all results can be viewed in Tables S6 and S7. Note that we sorted the topics 
from the smallest (negative) to the largest (positive) because cortical thickness was negatively correlated with our 
variable of interest (i.e., reciprocity index).
Mediation analyses. We examined the relationship between the cortical development and other-regarding 
preference shift by testing the indirect effect of age on reciprocity index through cortical thickness44, 45. We defined 
the clusters significantly correlated with reciprocity index as regions of interest (i.e., the regions shown in Fig. 3A: 
bilateral MPFC, bilateral FFG, and left lingual gyrus). The mediation model included the age as an independent 
variable, reciprocity index as a dependent variable, and the average thickness of each ROI as a mediator, while 
controlling for the effect of sex and IQ (Fig. 3C,D, and Figure S2). The significance of the indirect effect was tested 
using bias-corrected bootstrap 95% confidence interval. We attempted to minimize circularity in this analysis by 
only examining brain results that were significantly associated with the reciprocity index (path B), which is not 
related to the assumptions necessary for the mediation effect: the regions correlated with age or the conjunction 
between the effect of age and reciprocity index. For completeness, we also performed the same mediation analy-
sis with independently defined DMPFC ROIs based on Desikan-Killiany Atlas67 provided by FreeSurfer v.5.1.0. 
software (http://surfer.nmr.mgh.harvard.edu/). In particular, we extracted the average thickness measures of the 
superior frontal cortex and rostral middle frontal cortex in the left and right hemispheres. Our results do not 
appear to be dependent on the specific voxels that were significant from our primary analysis, however, as the 
results remained the same using the independently defined DMPFC ROI67. We note that the possibility of other 
brain regions that might additionally mediate this relationship, which could be uncovered in future work using a 
whole-brain approach.
www.nature.com/scientificreports/
9SCIENTIfIC REpoRtS | 7: 8510  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-08692-6
References
 1. Bowles, S. & Gintis, H. The evolution of strong reciprocity: cooperation in heterogeneous populations. Theor. Popul. Biol. 65, 17–28 
(2004).
 2. Boyd, R. & Richerson, P. J. Culture and the evolution of human cooperation. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B. Biol. Sci. 364, 3281–3288 
(2009).
 3. Tomasello, M., Melis, A. P., Tennie, C., Wyman, E. & Herrmann, E. Two Key Steps in the Evolution of Human Cooperation; The 
Interdependence Hypothesis. Curr. Anthropol. 53, 673–692 (2012).
 4. Rilling, J. K. & Sanfey, A. G. The neuroscience of social decision-making. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 62, 23–48 (2011).
 5. Chang, S. W., Gariepy, J. F. & Platt, M. L. Neuronal reference frames for social decisions in primate frontal cortex. Nat. Neurosci. 16, 
243–250 (2013).
 6. Burkart, J. M., Fehr, E., Efferson, C. & van Schaik, C. P. Other-regarding preferences in a non-human primate: Common marmosets 
provision food altruistically. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 104, 19762–19766 (2007).
 7. Lakshminarayanan, V. R. & Santos, L. R. Capuchin monkeys are sensitive to others’ welfare. Current Biology 18, R999–R1000 (2008).
 8. Blakemore, S. J. The social brain in adolescence. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 9, 267–277 (2008).
 9. Mills, K. L., Lalonde, F., Clasen, L. S., Giedd, J. N. & Blakemore, S. J. Developmental changes in the structure of the social brain in 
late childhood and adolescence. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 9, 123–131 (2014).
 10. Sowell, E. R. et al. Longitudinal mapping of cortical thickness and brain growth in normal children. J. Neurosci. 24, 8223–8231 
(2004).
 11. Gomez, J. et al. Microstructural proliferation in human cortex is coupled with the development of face processing. Science 355, 
68–71 (2017).
 12. Adolphs, R. The social brain: neural basis of social knowledge. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 60, 693–716 (2009).
 13. Margulies, D. S. et al. Situating the default-mode network along a principal gradient of macroscale cortical organization. Proc. Natl. 
Acad. Sci. USA 113, 12574–12579 (2016).
 14. Camerer, C. In Behavioral game theory: Experiments in strategic interaction (Princeton University Press, 2003).
 15. Fehr, E. & Schmidt, K. M. A theory of fairness, competition, and cooperation. Q. J. Econ., 817–868 (1999).
 16. Charness, G. & Rabin, M. Understanding social preferences with simple tests. Q. J. Econ., 817–869 (2002).
 17. Dufwenberg, M. & Kirchsteiger, G. A theory of sequential reciprocity. Games Econ. Behav. 47, 268–298 (2004).
 18. Falk, A., Fehr, E. & Fischbacher, U. On the nature of fair behavior. Econ. Inq. 41, 20–26 (2003).
 19. Rabin, M. Incorporating fairness into game theory and economics. Am. Econ. Rev., 1281–1302 (1993).
 20. Güth, W., Schmittberger, R. & Schwarze, B. An experimental analysis of ultimatum bargaining. Journal of economic behavior & 
organization 3, 367–388 (1982).
 21. Meuwese, R., Crone, E. A., de Rooij, M. & Gürolu, B. Development of Equity Preferences in Boys and Girls Across Adolescence. 
Child Dev. 86, 145–158 (2015).
 22. Almas, I., Cappelen, A. W., Sorensen, E. O. & Tungodden, B. Fairness and the development of inequality acceptance. Science 328, 
1176–1178 (2010).
 23. Fehr, E., Bernhard, H. & Rockenbach, B. Egalitarianism in young children. Nature 454, 1079–1083 (2008).
 24. Murnighan, J. K. & Saxon, M. S. Ultimatum bargaining by children and adults. Journal of Economic Psychology 19, 415–445 (1998).
 25. Güroğlu, B., van den Bos, W. & Crone, E. A. Fairness considerations: increasing understanding of intentionality during adolescence. 
J. Exp. Child Psychol. 104, 398–409 (2009).
 26. Güroğlu, B., van den Bos, W., van Dijk, E., Rombouts, S. A. & Crone, E. A. Dissociable brain networks involved in development of 
fairness considerations: understanding intentionality behind unfairness. Neuroimage 57, 634–641 (2011).
 27. Sutter, M. Outcomes versus intentions: On the nature of fair behavior and its development with age. Journal of Economic Psychology 
28, 69–78 (2007).
 28. Lee, D. & Seo, H. Neural Basis of Strategic Decision Making. Trends Neurosci. 39, 40–48 (2016).
 29. Hampton, A. N., Bossaerts, P. & O’Doherty, J. P. Neural correlates of mentalizing-related computations during strategic interactions 
in humans. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 105, 6741–6746 (2008).
 30. Coricelli, G. & Nagel, R. Neural correlates of depth of strategic reasoning in medial prefrontal cortex. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 106, 
9163–9168 (2009).
 31. Chang, L. J., Yarkoni, T., Khaw, M. W. & Sanfey, A. G. Decoding the role of the insula in human cognition: functional parcellation 
and large-scale reverse inference. Cereb. Cortex 23, 739–749 (2013).
 32. Fareri, D. S., Chang, L. J. & Delgado, M. R. Computational substrates of social value in interpersonal collaboration. J. Neurosci. 35, 
8170–8180 (2015).
 33. Geanakoplos, J., Pearce, D. & Stacchetti, E. Psychological games and sequential rationality. Games Econ. Behav. 1, 60–79 (1989).
 34. Tamnes, C. K. et al. Brain maturation in adolescence and young adulthood: regional age-related changes in cortical thickness and 
white matter volume and microstructure. Cereb. Cortex 20, 534–548 (2010).
 35. Kass, R. E. & Raftery, A. E. Bayes factors. Journal of the american statistical association 90, 773–795 (1995).
 36. Schwarz, G. Estimating the dimension of a model. The annals of statistics 6, 461–464 (1978).
 37. Frith, C. D. & Frith, U. Mechanisms of social cognition. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 63, 287–313 (2012).
 38. Mar, R. A. The neural bases of social cognition and story comprehension. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 62, 103–134 (2011).
 39. Meyer, M. L., Taylor, S. E. & Lieberman, M. D. Social working memory and its distinctive link to social cognitive ability: an fMRI 
study. Social cognitive and affective neuroscience, nsv065 (2015).
 40. Schultz, R. T. et al. The role of the fusiform face area in social cognition: implications for the pathobiology of autism. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society of London B: Biological Sciences 358, 415–427 (2003).
 41. Fox, A. S., Chang, L. J., Gorgolewski, K. J. & Yarkoni, T. Bridging psychology and genetics using large-scale spatial analysis of 
neuroimaging and neurogenetic data. bioRxiv, 012310 (2014).
 42. Poldrack, R. A. The future of fMRI in cognitive neuroscience. Neuroimage 62, 1216–1220 (2012).
 43. Yarkoni, T., Poldrack, R. A., Nichols, T. E., Van Essen, D. C. & Wager, T. D. Large-scale automated synthesis of human functional 
neuroimaging data. Nature methods 8, 665–670 (2011).
 44. Preacher, K. J. & Hayes, A. F. Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator 
models. Behavior research methods 40, 879–891 (2008).
 45. Imai, K., Keele, L., Tingley, D. & Yamamoto, T. In Advances in social science research using R 129–154 (Springer, 2010).
 46. Kohlberg, L. Moral stages and moralization: The cognitive-developmental approach. Moral development and behavior: Theory, 
research, and social issues, 31–53 (1976).
 47. Baron-Cohen, S., Lombardo, M., Tager-Flusberg, H. & Cohen, D. in Understanding Other Minds: Perspectives from developmental 
social neuroscience (OUP Oxford, 2013).
 48. Dumontheil, I., Apperly, I. A. & Blakemore, S. Online usage of theory of mind continues to develop in late adolescence. 
Developmental Science 13, 331–338 (2010).
 49. Decker, J. H., Otto, A. R., Daw, N. D. & Hartley, C. A. From Creatures of Habit to Goal-Directed Learners: Tracking the 
Developmental Emergence of Model-Based Reinforcement Learning. Psychol. Sci. 27, 848–858 (2016).
 50. Somerville, L. H. et al. Charting the expansion of strategic exploratory behavior during adolescence. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 146, 
155–164 (2017).
www.nature.com/scientificreports/
1 0SCIENTIfIC REpoRtS | 7: 8510  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-08692-6
 51. Sul, S. et al. Spatial gradient in value representation along the medial prefrontal cortex reflects individual differences in prosociality. 
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 112, 7851–7856 (2015).
 52. Corbetta, M., Patel, G. & Shulman, G. L. The reorienting system of the human brain: from environment to theory of mind. Neuron 
58, 306–324 (2008).
 53. Freeman, J. B., Rule, N. O., Adams, R. B. Jr & Ambady, N. The neural basis of categorical face perception: graded representations of 
face gender in fusiform and orbitofrontal cortices. Cereb. Cortex 20, 1314–1322 (2010).
 54. Furl, N., Garrido, L., Dolan, R. J., Driver, J. & Duchaine, B. Fusiform gyrus face selectivity relates to individual differences in facial 
recognition ability. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 23, 1723–1740 (2011).
 55. Nelson, E. E., Jarcho, J. M. & Guyer, A. E. Social re-orientation and brain development: An expanded and updated view. 
Developmental cognitive neuroscience 17, 118–127 (2016).
 56. Scherf, K. S., Behrmann, M. & Dahl, R. E. Facing changes and changing faces in adolescence: A new model for investigating 
adolescent-specific interactions between pubertal, brain and behavioral development. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience 2, 
199–219 (2012).
 57. Shultz, S. & McCarthy, G. Goal-directed actions activate the face-sensitive posterior superior temporal sulcus and fusiform gyrus in 
the absence of human-like perceptual cues. Cereb. Cortex 22, 1098–1106 (2012).
 58. Singer, T., Kiebel, S. J., Winston, J. S., Dolan, R. J. & Frith, C. D. Brain responses to the acquired moral status of faces. Neuron 41, 
653–662 (2004).
 59. Guroglu, B., van den Bos, W., Rombouts, S. A. & Crone, E. A. Unfair? It depends: neural correlates of fairness in social context. Soc. 
Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 5, 414–423 (2010).
 60. Wechsler, D. In WISC-III: Wechsler intelligence scale for children: Manual (Psychological Corporation, 1991).
 61. Wechsler, D. In WAIS-III, Wechsler adult intelligence scale: Administration and scoring manual (Psychological Corporation, 1997).
 62. Chang, L. J. & Sanfey, A. G. Great expectations: neural computations underlying the use of social norms in decision-making. Soc. 
Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 8, 277–284 (2013).
 63. Dale, A. M., Fischl, B. & Sereno, M. I. Cortical surface-based analysis: I. Segmentation and surface reconstruction. Neuroimage 9, 
179–194 (1999).
 64. Fischl, B., Sereno, M. I. & Dale, A. M. Cortical surface-based analysis: II: inflation, flattening, and a surface-based coordinate system. 
Neuroimage 9, 195–207 (1999).
 65. Kuperberg, G. R. et al. Regionally localized thinning of the cerebral cortex in schizophrenia. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 60, 878–888 
(2003).
 66. Ward, B. D. Simultaneous inference for fMRI data. (2000).
 67. Desikan, R. S. et al. An automated labeling system for subdividing the human cerebral cortex on MRI scans into gyral based regions 
of interest. Neuroimage 31, 968–980 (2006).
 68. Dale, A. M. Optimal experimental design for event-related fMRI. Hum. Brain Mapp. 8, 109–114 (1999).
Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank Wouter van den Bos, Félice van Nunspeet, Mariska Okkinga, and Bianca van 
den Bulk for their assistance in the data collection. This research was supported by the Netherlands Organisation 
for Scientific Research (NWO; VIDI-grant to E.A.C. and grant number 451-10-021 to B.G.), Pusan National 
University (Research Grant 2016 to S.S.), and by National Research Foundation of Korea (grant number 
2016M3C1B6929589 to S.S.).
Author Contributions
B.G. and E.A.C. collected the data. S.S. and L.J.C. analyzed the data, prepared the figures, and wrote the 
manuscript. All authors reviewed and edited the manuscript.
Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at doi:10.1038/s41598-017-08692-6
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.
Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 
format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2017
